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Onbehﬂfofmeklukldgeﬁnvmmmtajmmmm Immlommmmmnﬂlel)xaﬂ
Site-wide Envil ] Impact for L ry. | have
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Theaemownmslsmfﬂmﬁndmgs
1. Clmuihalhwsﬁnmmdmmirﬂmmnwbrmphdbyﬂ:mmmdwhxmof
lutonium at the Plutonium Facility outlined in the Proposed Action.

3 muukmmﬂmadmummlwmcdlumedprlmmumwﬁm

. DOE/MNNSA's Imegrated Technology Project would begin to produce plutonium and
enriched uranium in 2008 for the prod of new pl

4. mehermRewmmnghnabemdmh:m&Muomlmmummon
the environment and public health

5. The DOE/NNSA failed to address the historical impacts of radioacti ination of the

atmosphere caused by activities at LLNL

DOENNSA failed to properly take into aceount i ided in scoping d

. Four facilities have been categorically emciuded fmm NEP.-\ mvlew The Container Security
Testing Facility, Central Cafeteria R | Security R h Facility, and
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Mobile Vendor.

- Waste Transport Risks to the general public are increased by the Proposed Action

. DOE/NNSA fails to adequately address additional electric power needs of its Proposed
Action in the draft EIS
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We have the following recommendations with regard to the draft LLNL SW-EIS.
1/23.011. DOENNSA must go back to the drawing board and do a credible assessment of health
impacts on the workers and the general public caused by routine and accidental radiation
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1/23.01

cont. cansed by L I National L Y.
2/02.01, | DOE/NNSA should not pursue the production of new stomic weapons, termed vertical
proliferation, which is prohibited by the Nu:Jau Non-Proliferation Treaty.
01.01 3. DORMNNSA has not sufficiently d d & need for i d ] impacts
and public health risks under all three al ives; th an overall reduction in
3/06.01 |  operations is the only option under NEPA.

The Nuclear Posture Review is used to rationalize the d actions at [ Li
National Laboratory. Wewbmm&emkmmr@ﬂyhmdmjmﬁnddmmﬂ
negative impacts on the environment and public health because its findings are contrary 1o
international law and treaty agreements ratified by Congress and signed by the President of the
United States and are, therefore, constitutional requirements.

DOE developed several goals in its draft NNSA Strategic Plan to achicve its missions in support of
the noclear posture review, The nuclear weapans stewardship goal ummlhl our nuclear

Weapons continue fo serve their essential role by the safety,
4/01 01 security, and reliability of the U.5. noclear weapons stockpile. Achieving these goals requires the
" contimued operation of LLNL.

NNSA has developed strategic objectives to support the DOE strategic goals. The strategic
objectives thaz support the nuclear posture review and relate to the purpose for continued
operationa of LLNL ace listed below:

C«Mawmefwuhd i 1 and production planned
with the 1.5, Dx of Defense
» Divelap the sclentific, design, g, festing, and manufucturing capabilliles needed for
long-term ip of the stockpile (emp added)
[LLNL SW/SPEIS, p. 5:2]

Specifically, the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty obligares all nations party to the agreement to
mdumnmuwommkmlu,whnhnmhumwmmummmaﬂhmsm
It y prohibits “design, engi 12, testing, and manufacturing capabilities.”

Overview

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) is located on an 821-acre site three miles from
downtown Livermore, California. Since 1952 LLNL has been cperated by the University of
California to design nuclear weapons. LLNL originated four weapons systems: the W87 and
W62 intercontinental ballistic missile warheads, the B83 bomb, and the W84 cruise missile.
LLNL is the site of the National Ignition Facility (NIF) slated to begin operation in 2008. The
NIF would do nuclear weapons experiments including fusion ignition, high energy density, and
radiation effects.

Alternatives analyzed in this LLNL SW/SPEIS include the No Action Altemative, the Proposed

Action, and the Reduced Of Al ive. We support el of the Reduced Operati
5/06.01 mmwmchmtyrwmwmmemummmmmmm Wedo

not support the new and expanded activities which are also prop by the Red

Alternative.
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mmmhw:ami anmiymmhmh of reducing

hazards to & leve] ‘as low as ble’ (ALARA), & comersione of the social compact
% W etord PYS) ) jcal hazards. The § ion left by the d ia indifference to
The DOE/NNSA failed to address the d impacts of of the imp
hyu:nuuosalLLNL : the DOE/NNSA failed to properly take MHMnMolmhtwdmwmmmcummcm
into account infl provided in scoping d The draft EIS staes: The DOE/NNSA in publishing their draft EIS appears to follow in the footsteps of the ATSDR’s
6/23.02 Scoping Commeots also indicated that the LLNL SW/SPETS should evalusie the increased levels 4 hoaih aases
. f LN ;
araeay e el st oyl g sl by The draft EIS states that radioactive pollutants released 1o the atmosphere would be low under
Another stady found that the cancer rates among children and young adulls in the city of the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action, and the Reduced Operation Altemnative. But the
Livermore do not differ appreciably from elsewhere In Alzmeda County. Another study found that admitted impacts on public health should be considered. The draft EIS states:
birth defect rates in Livermore are similar to the overall rates for the state of California. Therefore,
&n analysis of the rates for melanoma or birth defects in the ity of Livermere was not included in 5.6.5 Radiological Alr Quality
this LLNL SW/SPEIS. * (page 5-8) There are differences among the No Action Alemative, Proposed Action, end Reduced Operation
\ Ahemative regarding the potential radiol i qualhy impacts, all of which would be low. The
The assumptions in the draft E1S belie the facts. A Clark University study of negative health maximally exposed individual (MEI) would be located due east of the NIF, once the NIF becomes
:mpamm:hehmmmn,enuﬂed “A Critical Review of an ATSDR Public Health 7/23.05 operational. The MEI dose for the Livermore Site under the No Action Altemative would be 0.1
6 L A et i Mk L St o - e e T T
P o y = 2301 fior the Livermare Site woald be 1.8 person-rem per year under the No Action Alernative,
Two large releases of gas and water vapor occurred at LLNL which t Proposed Action, and the Reduced Operstion Allerative. At Sits 300, the ME] would be located
emitted & total of spproximately 650,000 curies into the atmosphere, Human error and cont. west-southwes of Firing Table 851, the only oatdeor firing facilty that would use tritium. The
eqmwmmﬁdmuuﬂﬂwmnmduﬂwmmﬂoﬂhuemdmu At the time of the first MEI dase at Site 300 would be 0.055 millirem per year under the No Action Alternstive and the
LLNL d that the plume of radioactive gas would not touch the ground Proposad Action, and 0,054 under the Reduced Operation Alternative. The population doss for
= Py e Site 300 would be 9.8 person-rem per year under the No Action Alermative, Propased Action, and
and 1} no data on the release. A simple gaussian atmospheric Reduced Operation Akemstive. :
dispersion model of the accid formed by engi at the time could have revealed that
this assumption was wrong. B\nﬂumdmmmgmnqm)smmedfonhemmhedm The Clark University ind 4 . that 80% of the health impects from
assessment by the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) which is charged LLNL were accidental: the \g 20% would therefore be from routine releases. Russ and
with assessing health impacts, anlesbnwﬂm,uumuho!dueuham:mudouwlha “maximally expose adult was
82 millirem,” and the “esti fora imally exposed 5-yr old was 134 mrem.”
7/23.05,| The ATSDR’s draft Public Healﬂ: Assessment of LLNL shares with DOE/NNSA a similar
B Jusion: that the radi ination which d is not a public health concern. DOE."NNSAmmsobacknomdnwmshoudlnddaacredibkamtofhealthnnpmm
23.01 | However, as the authors of the Clark University review have shown, ATSDR’s assessment is mmmmwgmwmmwmmMIM radiation exposure
woefully insccurare. caused by L Li y.
The [ATSDR] process was mrked by & lsck of respomt
cancermns, & series of contradictory documents, andwq]mndmmnwemlmnglmminr
what happened in the accidents....ATSDR lost its opportunity 10 sarve ay an honest broker on
theses issues and thas departad from its defined public bealth mission.”
(Perspectives an Nuclear Weapons and Comenoity Health, Russ and Goble, February 2004) )
The term “No Action Al ive” is deceptive because its imph ion would in fact expand
ATSDR ignored models which predicied higher levels of radioactive dose to the public. operations at LLNL and add 550 plant 1. This alternative includes the following
hdepctdmemmm:s showthmemfownmeshl@ﬁhmlsofapom The Agency used the 8/05.01 | additional activities: NuummilgllhmFaclhty,BmSafew L!wl!Fmilﬂy‘Tmlg Simulation
widely di I impacts. Scientific consensus Facility, Superblock P hip Program Op C Security Testing,
m.lpporn.aﬂwlmurmode]whmhholdnhalvurylnwdomofrldlmundahwcmmm The security and issioning of some facilities, and the packaging
Clask e and shipping of over 1,000 drums of radioactive transuranic waste to New Mexico’s WIPP, The
€sse quam vibere €sse quam videre
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DOEMNNSA is expecting app of these l activities to fulfill its obligations under the
‘NEPA but has megodnally excluded several from review: The Container Security Testing
Facility, Central Cafeteria Repl ional Security R h Facility, and the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant Mobile Vendor. Others have been issued a FONSI: Terascale Slmulunm
Facility, BSL-3 Pacility, and security upgrades. The draft EIS includes the foll

s.sl.scmm Tenting Facility
9/38 01 The Container Security Testing Facility is o planned NNSA facility whentin an intermodal cargo
B i container can be introduced, with a variety of contents, and evaluated while stationary, moving
31 09 Tuterally, uu.MMummwmmuuwmmwwu
.U, icily

05 01 with other contents. These configurations would then be used to challenge the best available
" detection methods. The construction would start in FY2005, ftlll!yll.&lma!l))wl_m
that this facility was ically excluded from further NEPA review.

These facilities and operations at LLNL must not be excluded from further NEPA review and all
FONSI's should be reviewed under this draft EIS.

5.5.2 Proposed Action

Under the Proposed Action, DOENNSA is pl peri using pl jum, other fissile
materials, and lithium hydride for nuclear weapons effects tests at the National Ignition Facility
as outlined mAR.duf,VllA-i ﬂ:l:lﬂ'art. DOE must analyze the reasonably foreseeable
environmental impact of a5 under M dum Opinion and Order,
10/26.02| August 1998 [NRDC v. M.. Civ. No. 97-936(SS) (D.D.C.)] and 10 C.F.R.1021.314.

}nthﬁm EGNNS&MAMMDM approved proposi

the NIF using ph other fiasile materials, fissionable m!m.u!mm
hm.mmmunmmmumswmlmwm for complying with the
court’s instruction to prepare a supplemental SSM PEIS. ® (S.5.2.1, page 5-14)

In order to conduct such experiments, LLNL would have to store plutonium on site. In 1992 the
DOE estimated 200 kilograms would suffice; in 1999 the capacity was rised to 700 kilograms.
11/33.01 Now DOE proposes to increase the storage capacity to 1,500 kilograms. In little more than a
decade LLNL has increased its need for plutonium by 650%, an annual growth rate of 108 kg. *
(5.5.2.2, p. 14) This is a disturbing trend which cannot be justified.

Security is touched on briefly. However, the proposed action’s security measures are predicated
on documents unavailable to the affected public.

12/30 02 The Superblock plutonium inventory is stored in robust vaults and no accident scenario involving
- 3 mmmunumwmmmuwmu Terrorist acts and Superblock
30 01 security d in the LLNL on these accidents is provided in
. cmﬁduﬁ@mmmmmmm»mumswmnsm
ESWMWWNMWpMMWmmR'
P

13/33.01 | The Proposed Action would triple the amount of phutonium allowed to be used in experimental
€8¢ quam vibere
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processes. If permitted, the risk of latent cancer fitalities during an accident would also increase
to 288% of the present risk to plant workers and the general public.* The draft EIS states:

5.5.2.4 Increased Muterial-at-Risk Liwlt for the Plutonium Focility

The Proposed Action would increase the plutonium material-st-risk limit from 20 to 60 kilograms
of fisel-grade equivalent phutonium in cach of two rooms of the Phatonium Facility. This increase s
muummwmm.m.smwmmmmum
parts. These sctivities suppart
mnﬂuﬂmmm I.l‘lhcmm“—thkhlwuud Mmﬂmmmm

o the ing LLNL would increase from an aireraft crash
13/33 01 mﬂdngwsszxm-}lnumMthm}p-rwmdsmmnmummum
. mmwwmmvuwwbm!mmqmmwmmmmhms- 1011
A material-at-risk fimit is defined as th urit of th inl that s
involved in the process and thus at risk in the event of a postulated accident. Material locked in
secune siorage is not considercd material at risk.
The draft document

prepared by DOE/NNSA specifies that this cancer increase is caused by the
ﬁsml:mmnlsbemgusedmdwhhaimglmume,mlbyﬂnmal]ockedmmmp There
is no justification offered for thus increasing the real risks of radfation exposure. Indeed, there

cannot be,
The DOE/NNSA. plans an Advanced Materials Program to develop Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope
14/27.01 Separation (AVLIS) tect I AVLIS is the I i T gy Project
. would then begin to produce pl and enrich ‘um,im pected to start in 2008, The
Mpm'powofﬂmd&nisfhﬂhc duction of new pl As stated above,
15/01_01|“’e production of new atomic weapons, termed vertical proliferation, is prohibited by the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty.

Waste Transport Risks to the general public are increased by the Proposed Action. The draft EIS
states:

ﬁ&:ﬂiﬂﬂmrqum}ﬂ*m

propaging to develop the capability to load transuranic waste into overpacks in the
Superblock, beginning in FY2005. These pipe ks would allow for ?ﬂ

actinide loading into each drum for disposal st WIPP, The proposed pipe overpack would allow up
1o B0 phutonium-equivalent curies per drum and up to 200 fissile-gram equivalents. The pipe
wmm-wuhLMmdmormmaﬂmummm
levels. The pipe overpack cun be loaded end stored into Transuranic

i
mmmlnmlmh\gmmdwmsmkl WIPP without increasing the
16/20'05' nuclear material inventory or hazard levels in other LLNL E-:dmuu'l'hn'ml.FPhCT Hlupp:u
30.01 contaigers would be Joaded to the limits of the WIPP waste acceptance criteria. * (Summary, page

5-19)

TRUPACT containers testing is inadequate. The tests utilized computer modeling in liew of
actual crash testing. The real world implications for terrorist attacks and accidents have never
been properly assessed; therefore, the DOE/NNSA must include a credible transport impact

€sse quam videre
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17/06.01

Thekr.dmedOpemﬁmmeﬁmeﬂthhsnmﬂqmnnimmkamnfmﬁiMwuiﬁm
to the atmosphere both at the Li lab and at the more remote Site 300, The trade-offs
posed in the draft EIS would save 50 curies of radionuclide releases to the environment and
would not compromise national security.

S$.5.1.7 Reduce Number of Hydroshors ar Site 300
NNSA proposes fewer i ining trithum st Site 300 firing tables or the
wmmgwlcmvmagmmw,muingu.mmuwmmm
wwlﬂmmlimwNnmmvhwmﬁ

2 it o soplont .

L EE., testing P continus
from the No Action Altemative in the number of experiments and amousits of tritium, The
of this a ive would include less confidence in the evaluation of
muclear weapons systems.

The Reduced Operation Al would di inue dang prajects including the
Advanced Materials Program and the AVLIS, ing that laser seperation of plutonium and
other radioactive isotopes would not take place, Also, the Plutonium Facility Engineering
Demonstration System would be mothballed, Ending these peri would have i di
beneficial effects; as stated in the LLNL SW/SPEIS: “These changes would reduce specific
cnvironmental impacts such as transuranic waste generation and worker dose.” (8.5.3.1) As
further acknowledged in the EIS, LLNL would not reduce safety and security at the site in any
case. Whereas DOE/NNSA has not sufficiently d d a need for i 4
environmental impacts and public health risks, the Reduced Operation Alternative is the only
option under NEPA,

Thank you for the opportunity 1o present these comments. T'hereby request to by apprised of any
interim or final agency decisions with regards to this action.

tully,

Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League
PO Box 88
Glendale Springs, NC 28629

Footnotes

1. A Critical Review of an ATSDR Public Health Assessment for Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory, Perspectives om Nuclear Weapons and Community Health, Russ and Goble, February 2004

2. Draf Ste wide Envi Impat Statement for Continued Operation of Lawrence Li
National Lab ry and Suppl ! Stockpile St dship and M Prog z
Environmental Impact Statement, February 2004 (DOE/E1S-0348 and DOE/EIS-0236-53)
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Tom Grim, DOE, NNSA, L-293
7000 East Ave.
Livermore, CA. 94550

Dear Mr. Grim, 14 May 2004

Most of us would believe that the demise of the former Soviet Union and an-
nounced cooporative effort between the United States and Russia and other nations to
unite against “terrorism” would signal an era when huge atomic weapons and their
delivery sy could be di hesized in favor of much smaller conventional
weapons with new, high-tech delivery systems allowing for clean, “surgical” strikes.

Hogwash.

That's what | say after reading a basic description of the next ten year plan for Law-
rence Livermore Labs. Sounds to me like we're revving up bomb production to a new
level of insanity.

| always wonder why these things never make headlines. Between the tripling of
the amount of plutonium the Lab can handle, restarting the plutonium atomic vapor
laser isotope tion prog i ing the amount of tritium used tenfold, and
attempting to create controlled thermonuclear explosions in the National Ignition
Facility, you're going to have a very hard time convincing me that the Cold War ever
ended

Indeed, | sense the distinct possibility for a very hot war.... and for no good reason.
It is entirely unclear to me that a single, thoughtfully d d nuclear weapon could
have saved the World Trade Center Twin Towers from coming down. Nor is it clear to
me that a new generation of nuclear weapons will be in the least way an effective
counter - terrorism measure.

But even if not a single one of this new generation of weapons which your lab is
preparing to develop is ever detonated, the filth used in these endeavors (i.e. pluton-
ium, lithium hydride, etc.) pose enough of a risk to justify the discontinuance of the
programs,

We here in Boulder, Colorado have some idea of the mess you're getting deeper
into after witnessing the clean up of Rocky Flats going on for years.

Far more than any foreign terroist attackers sneaking into our country, | fear we are
far more threatened by the financial weight and pure filth of our own weapons produc-
tion systems.

The weapons research and production already going on in your labs is already
worse than bad. Why make it worse still?

Yours Sincerely
qﬁ;ﬂ [k

Jim Bock
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